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Relationships Among Locus of Control, Grades, and Student Ratings .

SteVen V. Owen and Robin D. Froman

. University of Connecticut

Introduction and Objectives

A.

/,
\

Student ratings of instruction continue to grow in popularity `and use.

The: research literature, comprised genetVelY of scale development and validity

studies, is largely supportive.of student ratings, and this support surely has

helped to increase ratings' popUlaritt. Bowever, two major problems occur re

peatedly in research,on student ratings of instruction. 'First, many research--

ere imply that positive outcomes,with i7particular scale at a particular

school shalkld generalize to all scales and schools. There is ample evidence

to suggest that scale ptoperties do not generalize so easily (Owen, 1976;

Doyle and Whitely, 1974), and more especially, that even studentsof different

major areas perceive instructor competencies differently (Slater add Owen', 1974).

Second, many studies have used univariate statistical analyses, sometimes re N'

suiting in great loss of data Lnd perhaps a distortion of the results.

The construct 9f locus ot control has been shown to relate 'o a large

number of behaviors: 'academic achievement, political activism, responsiveness

to external feedback, psychopatholowlability to delay gratification, amino

?n (Lefcourt, 1976). The literature is sparde, howevereon the relationship

betweenalocus of dontrol and students' perception of teacher competence. 'A

single study by Flanders, Morrison,

betudents with an exiern44 locus of

.toward teachers over the school ye

a

hand strode (1968) showed that 6th -grade

ntrol ihowedtmore decline IA attitudes

tilr

4

than did their inter 'peers. They
,,
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hypOtAasized that the external youngsters' attitudes reflected their depen

deuce on external sources of feedback (e.g., the absence of teacher praise).

'9 Such a relationship between control orientation pmd attitudes would
.'

. 10'e

suggest an interesting individuhl difference in perception and evaluation:

but it'would also be damaging to the validity.ofa rating instrument, as it

points to a systematic source of extraneous variance.'

Another variable which has been shown to influence student ratings is

the expected grad in a course (,Weaver, 1960). 'Yet, a related variable is

typically even more striking in its influence on ratings: the discrepancy

between expected and actual grades (Bausell and Magoon, 1972; Kennedy, 1975;

4

Lolli, 1976). In brief, these students who expect a grade higher than7thei------

actual grade tend to be "generous" in ratings

Because discrepancies in actual and expected grades represent a plume

, of dissonant and external feedback; it might be predicted that students with

am external locus of vntrol would be most influenced by discrepancies, and.

intAtinal students, least influenced. Thus, if this hypothesis holds true,

4 1

-an interaction between7locua of control and ade, discrepancy would be seen.

//The present research was designed o tent thi interaction.

Methods

Y One hundred ninetysix college students in geography and education were
2,-

administered two instrumentsin the list week of classes, and prior to the

award of,nnal grades8 The instruments' were, first, the Novicki-Duke Locus

of Control Scale forpAaults (1974), and an instructional rating form whose

development is,descried eltewhere (Lolli and ,Owen, 4976). The instructional

rating form consists of several bits of demOgraPhic data (1.4e., semester stand

ing, expected grade, etc.), 13 high inference, evaluative itimi (i.e.,



demonstrates overall organization; almor(nevei....almoat always),' and51 low
.

inference items in .a checklist format (i.e.,,,spbkeiin i!monotone)(eee-4ppencar
-

A). The two data sources were administered in a rindom Order to students, to.'
. P 4

control for a potential sequence effects in testing. A discrepancy sdprewas-

created for egph student by subtracting the self-reported grads Point average

1 r
(GPA) from the expected grade in the course.

7

Usintatepwise multiple ragreasion techsiquest.thedata were analyzed

in this .fashion: the two main effects-,-,lodas'Ofcontroi score, and thp dis-
f &

crepancy score were forced into the regression equation.,'The interaction

between these too effe was tholn entered andtested.for incremental validity

as follows:

F (1121 1122) / - m2).

(1 - R2

1
) / (41 - m

1
1).

(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973, p. 178)

The regreisions were repealed 13 times; in each case lining one of the 13 high

inference rating items as the dependent variable:

.

.

Table 1 depicts the means and standard deviations on all varimibles.On
e

three of the 13 multiple regression analyies, the interaction between lbcus

7' 4
Of dont'ol and grade discrepancy Billowed significant incremental_ validity (see

\, A
Table 2). Two additional interaction terms approached significance.. Although

-,
',. -

the Rs were low (.15 to .24) the occasional'signifipance of the interaction

term suggests-that some systematic variation in student ratings can be attri-

buted to the personality characteristics of locus of control. An inspection

of the three aignificant_interaction terms reveals the pattern thesized.

External students who expected a grede higher than their (SPA 1rward" the

instructor; externals who expect:a grade lower than their OP

3

5

metimes respond
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with a lower rating of the instructor. For' illustrative purposes, Figure 1

shoWs the interaction between controlooriedtation and grade discrepancy for

evaluative, item 5.

The results take on clearer nature when the dependent measures tare

examined more carefully. In prior principal comgonlants studies of the 13

high inferenCe ems (here used as criteria), t principal-components emerged,
t

and.wese named " eaching effectiveness" and "iiteraction with students." lAm

,

. rl.tjhappens, the three criterion items signifibantly predicted by the inter-

action term in the present research are the same three items which *Moiled the
f

highest component loadings An the. earlier studies:. The component loadings of

.80 to'.90 show that these three items weight heavily in the overall construct

`validity of the scale. It can be inferred in turn that .the present _regression

results are not merely circumstantial;they represent small but systematic",

.sources of "noise" in the rating of teachers.

The practical significance of the present "suit; is not,yet clear.

Obviouily, replications musthe carried out to determine the generalimability

of the resultp. If-the'resuXts prove generalitable, should we discount exter.-

°nal students' ratings of their teachers? It could be argued that because,the

effect occursonly occasionally, and because it is not a'magaive source of
t ,

,

r
variation, We'should live with it as error variation. On the other,hadd,

teachers whose livelihood depends partially on student ratings. might insist

thitt the data be "cleansed." Cospider.further.the possible rating distortions
, .

that .might occur in a class wherekthe instructor were overly "generous, ". or

where the instructor is a "hard" grader.

---CuTrentiy underway are snalyses-intended to combine several nagging.
40-

sources of extraneous variation in ratings. Of interest he is whether thi

sources areadditive, .o,r 9verlapping and thus less damaging to the construct
.

"validity of rating instruments.

4 6

,



Referehbes

Bau. selp., R.B. & Nagy-oh, J. Acacted grade in.a course, grade paint average,J
and student ratings, of the course and instructor. Educ. Psychol. Meas.,
.1972, 12, 10371023.

Doyle, K.0.'& Whitley, Sit.. Student ratings as criteria. for effective teaching.
Amer. Educ. Res. J., 1974, 11(3), 259-'274.'. .

,

4.Flanders, N.A., Morrison, B.M;,' & Brode, E.L. Changes in 'cUpil attitudes during
the school year. J4 Edw. Psychol., 1988, 2(-1, 334-338.

Kennedy; W.R. Grades expected and grades receive their perceived relationship . 1

ions of faculty perfo c J. Educ.'Psychol., 1975, , ,

01), 115.
.

r

Kerlingert F. . & Pedhasur, E.J. '11044.1e regression,i0Gehavioral research.
N.Y.: Holt, Rinehart, Winston, ,1973.

.
.

.

Lepourt, H.M. Locus Ocontrol. Hillsdale, N.J.: 1LawrenceErlbaum Assoc., 1976.
4

Lblli, A. The effect or discrspanciet between grade point average and expected
grade on student ratings of iniOruction. PapEr 'presented at the,annual meeting .

of the Northeastern EducationalResearch Assoctation, Ellenville, N.Y., October
1976.

to students.' eval

Lolls, A.'&, Owen, S.V. Student ratings: What is the frame of reference?. Paper .
presented at the annual meeting.of National Council on Measurement in Education,
San Francisco,April 1976.

Nowicki, S..& Duke, K.P. A" locus of control scale for noncollege ae Well as
college adults. J. Person. Assess. 1974, 18(2), 136 -137.

Owen, S.V. The validity of student ratings: A critique. paper presented at
the annual-meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San

. Francisco, 1976.
. .

Slater, J.K. &0wen, S.V. :Departmental differences in student perception of the
"ideal" teacher. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern
Educational Research Association, Ellenville, N.Y., October 1974.

Weaver,'C. Instructor ratings by college students. J. Educ. Psychol.t.1960,
11; 21-25.

k

I

4'

44

7



Ratt,ng

Score

Figure 1

Plot of Interacti?f Term for EValuative Item Five
1

. 1

Discrepancy SOore
3

/

= internal

= external

1
To illUstrate the interaction regression plane for item 5, students with locus
of control Scores one s.d. above the mean (12). and one s.d. below the meat 44)
were' chosen. They are labeled, respectively, as "external" and Pinternil".,.

2Ratings on all items range from zero (low) to five (high).*

3
Discrepancy scores were coded from 4-7 (low (TA expecting a high grade) to +8
(high CPA expecting a low grade).

6
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Table 1

Means and. Standard teviatOns of All teriables

Variake
I

Mein Standard Deviation

1
tL.

. 3.6205
#

4.2135

,

3 4.771

4 4:440

5

,

4.3112

6 ' 4.3673

7 4.3386

I.
8 .

,, / 4.4409

. 9 - , 4.2139

10 4.1379 0

11
1 4.40o0

,...

12 4.2786

13 , 4.4107 ,

LOC 8.4694

,.

pin * 1.9388

.0.7595
i

0.7099

0.6964.

0.6961.

,0.7579

0.7698 .

0.7520

0.7981 .

o.

0.8915

0.8194 /

0,.84o2

0.7917 \

3.9735

31.2562

XPROD 21.9337, 276.6841
ti

i st . . ,

. w1 iVariables,

1 through 13 represent ratings Items; lit stems-7
are liven in Appendix A. LOC . NowickiDuke of COntrel
Score; DISC am Discrepancy between expected ade and current
grade point average; XPROD Interattioh erm of LOC and DISC.

.

.0

1

.410

4.
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Table 2'

SUmmaiy of Regressiqn OutcoM4e for Prediction

sOfThirteen Evaluative Items(i.196)

Item' Predictors' R
2

1 LOC .084
DISC .096 .

L XPROD .120

LOC ., .132

DISC .133
XPB10D. .192

LOC ilg8

ISC :170
XPROD .179

4 LOC , .055
DISC .059
XPROD .152

..

5, LOC .061

DISC .080
-,.. XPROB .185 AI

6 LOC .053'
DISC .057c

XPROD .058

7 toc .080'

DISC ..081 .

XPROD, .084

8 Loc
I

.010

DISC .021

XPROD .036

LOC . .138

DISC N .143
XPROD ..144

., .

10 LOC .011

DISC ' .138

11 LOC ...001433883

XPROD

DISC)

12
2 XPROD

..:031,0c e
4 DISC .127

PROD .237

13 Loq, . .042

DISC .053
XPROD ..229

.007

-.009. :

..014

.01

.018

.037

.02

.029
...o29

_-

.003

.003

F for Inert:la1
Validity T

1.01 (n.s.'

3.71 (n.s.)

0.04 (n.s.).

.023 3.80 (n.s.)

i. ...004

.006

.04

:.003

'.0!13

'.4503

.006

5.5" (Tv to5)
\

0:02*(n.s.)

.007

.007 0.09 (n. s4) * .

.000'

.000

.001 .0.15 (n.s.).

.019

.021 ....

.021 t.04 (n.s.) . .

.000

.019 ,

.0'

.Q01

14

''`- ,.-

.002

$.002

'An
.016

04
,.002.

.003-

.052

0.09 ,(n.s.)

0.o5 (n.s.)

5.69 (p4< .05)

8.50 (P-!1.01)

A

I

r

t

For item"; stems, see Appendix A. ,

..-

2
,100C Nowicki -Duke Locus of Control Score; DISC ...Discrepancy between

t expected Frade and current grade point-ave 1 XPROD . Interaction
term of LOCand DISC.

.



4.
- f. ' Appndix.

The Univerlity of Connecteiout airve
/%.

y of Clairton and 'Beaching.
1 01* .

t .
. '---

l

Department rCouimil, Section Branch /pstruotor

1 " ,

DIRECTIONS: PLEASE USE A NO. 2 PENCIL TO FILL IN APPHOPRATBINIPIS. DO NOT MAKI STRAY NARKS. DO NOT
SIGN YOUR NAM. EMI CLEANLY /P YOU CHANGE AN ANSWER. RESULTS WILL NOT BE SEEN BY THE

`---... . nismploR BE TIE caw IS/COMPLETED,

Semester Standing : Is Course in Your Major Expected Grade Cumulative Average How Often Didyou jttend
6 in This Courts. , (QPR) Class'

-2

3-4
5-6

7-8
9 or more
Graduate

Yee
No

.

U\
A
.B

-D '

. P.

Pass
Audit

o
. 4 ,

49 Less 10

._.
15-19

. 20-24
25-29
30-34

1

.

_ 35 or more

1. How muohhays you learned from this Eoureet U . U --u-
_ - ;' almoathothiNg a little a iodrat amount

2. H6w would you rate this instructor in 0 0 0
general all arounetelaching ability? poor loss than adoqUato average

.0,

90-100%

75-89%
t

50-74%
25-49%
0-24%

.
.

U ,'t U
quite ii bit a great deal'

0 0
good. excellent

a

Please omit those of thfollowing items, which are not appropriate
r .

.

!In my opinion, this instructor

.3. Meets class regularly and oh time
4. Presents material in a caw" and effective manner
5. Demonstrates overall orgtnisation
6. 'P lass purpose and objectives of pours: clear
7. Pulfills clams objectives
8. Makes work assignments and student responsibility clear
94, Stimulites interest

10. 'Coes ewinatign items which strliss important aspects. of course
,

5'

11: Grades fairly and impartially
12r Is accessible to student", both in and out of oleos
13. Shows'in interest in and oondirn forget:ids:its.

DieNOSTM CHECK LIsTi Ini following is for the vie of your instructor for thorcooe of identifying areas of

EAM°142111-12nall215-91122"25.

138.C]preesntod too ap,oh.tiotail or 58.
trivia

39. did not stress important points 59E]
40. presented material at too fast a ppm "60

41. Presented :Mortal at too slow a pace .

4 went over the same thing too often .

A3 did not use nOugh illustrations, , 61.0
examples ,

44. Ei spent too much timm on class discussions

unfatrly. *

.

45. spent too Utile time on Orme 62.0
21 was patronising, talked down to students '., discussions .

22. maintained attitude of "I am alwaynric,r" 46.01nOPotes4 to questions in a and son -63.0

pointless rules
24. lammed preoccupied with pIrsonal problems 47.0 assigned reading materials and than ignored

, fUs numannar

25.61neglsoted course for other activities '1 Visa
1.04.026.tiwas too dogmatic or opinionated to presnt 14 Ag.C]did 'not explain what was expected op o

1

27 displiyed tavoritimpUnaul oertain students ,- 49:13did not provide enough feedbao& or ocoments

performance' which need improvement. Plump chick ggkr t 0roas which you found to be '

THE ZYSTRUCTORs
14.0 was consistntlyflat in Starting or

,ending class
15.: was consistently unprepared
I6.' had illegible handwriting
17.?:,came to alias intoxicated or otherwise.

'ittoapacitated
18. ha4 a distracting stoking habit
19. seised unfriendly toward students
20. criticided and indbarrassod students

If THIS °CURSE: *.0

too such smoking took.
place

oheating was widespread
onrollments,wero,too
largo for effeneive
instruction

.content was not

sufficiently
chtllnging

content was over ay
head, too diffipult

content did not4match
expectations,
oattlog deoriition

tbetuoh
was deleted to
graduate assistantmaterials fairly or assignments '

28.R-displayed prejudice, on the basis of race, sex, on exams or papers /.

religion, ethnicity, etc 50.8wns slow in rolurning graded work
28.9spoke,in a monotone ,51. stressed rote demcrisation or trivia ratheit

ID. Wag diffioult tq' hear or understandimambies, than understanding on exams

await, inaudible) ', ;lc Applied grading etamderds'ineobsistntly

31.Eihad distracting spook habits 3. grades too-easilY ... .

32. had dletrictinggameerisme (nervousness, pacing54. did not provide-nmagh saps or other

33. used too much pf.ofanity, vulgatitY '
(55.[Irequ porebses of (wetly materials which

fee evaluationtwfteh,' etc.)

34. engaged in too much idle ohlt-ohat\ not worth the prio
35 luilf read le4turs

. 56. assigned too mash "boy work" i

36. presented dull, boring lectures.
37 did not cover material, in depth, too super
% natal

t.. <

. miss unroaadably lane and burdensome
1,...assignmente

Plb
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